PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

SEPTEMBER 29, 1999

CALL TO ORDER: Chairman Maks cal the meeting to order a 7:00p.m. in the

Beaverton City Hal Council Chambers at 4755 SW Griffith Drive.

ROLL CALL: Present were Charman Dan Maks, Planning Commissoners

Charles Heckman, Eric Johansen, Don Kirby, Sharon Dunham,
Vlad Voytilla, and Tom Wolch.

Staff was represented by City Transportation Engineer Randy
Wooley, and Transportation Planner Margaret Middleton,
Assgant City Attorney Ted Naemura, and Recording Secretary
Cheryl Gonzales.

Chairman Maks opened the public hearing and read the format for the mesting.

NEW BUSINESS

A.

WORK SESSION #2: TA99-00003 TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
Review of the revised draft Development Code text amendments that would codify
requirements for traffic impact anayses.

A brief staff report was presented by Margaret Middleton, Transportation Planner, and
Randy Wooley, City Transportation Engineer. This was the second work session for the
Traffic Impact Andyds requirements which ae to be included in the Development Code.
The current draft was revised in response to the first work sesson comments. Other minor
revisons were made by the City Attorney and staff. The text was aso reorganized to flow
better.

Mr. Wooley relayed communications back from the most recent meeting of Inditute of
Transportation Engineer’ s Oregon Section. He had handed out copies of the draft and had
invited comments from the traffic engineering consultant community.  Also, he had
informally asked various consultants about the issue of civil engineer regidration versus
traffic engineer registration. Mr. Wooley reported that for the most part there was at least
one person with each type of registration or maybe both in each firm. One firm appeared
to have modlly traffic engineer registrations and some civils, and they were dl in favor in
requiring the traffic engineer regidtration, according to the individua he had talked to. In
other firms, mogt of their regidrations were in civil; some persons hed traffic in addition to
civil. Most of the people he talked to pointed out that State law alows that once registered
as a professond engineer, a person can practice in any specidty that he would fed
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qudified. Consequently, most felt that it should Say the way it is, in which ether civil or
traffic would be acceptable.

Concerning City staff, Mr. Wooley stated they were al registered in civil, but not in traffic.
He stated they could possibly go out and get the traffic registration but they don’'t have that
right now. If the City were to have an andysis done on an in-house project, a consultant
would have to be hired. In looking back over past sudies, to his knowledge there was not
a sgnificant problem with competency in the mgor andyses, or at least not a problem that
could have been solved by requiring one registration or the other. Occasionaly on smdler
projects, there were some problems with perhaps the planning consultant or someone
totaly unfamiliar with traffic criteria trying to do a quick traffic study. Sometimes those
were difficult to read, but on the larger projects, the ones that would trigger this study,
there hasn't been a problem with having someone that was appropriately registered. There
may have been disagreement an the conclusions, but it was not a matter of regigration
resolving the problem.

Commissoner Johansen asked about what was involved, for example, in a civil engineer
getting his traffic certification. Mr. Wooley answered, he would need to take another test.
Commissoner Johansen asked if there was condderable study? Would there be a
subgtantia burden inimposing or requiring firmsto ether hire atraffic engineer or have their
current staff obtain certification?

Mr. Wooley replied that getting the traffic engineering regidration required taking a
separate exam in Oregon.  There was aso another option becoming available. The
Ingtitute of Trangportation Engineers has crested a new professond certification, PTOE,
Professiona Traffic Operation Engineer. It was equivaent to what the medical specidties
do when they sdlf-certify; it would not be a Sate license. The first exams for PTOE were
given on the east coadt, possibly in January, so there was only something like 200 people
nationwide that have this certification so far. It was going to be given in Seettle, Denver,
and other west coast locations thisfall. This could be a potential option two to three years
in the future to certify competency in traffic engineering. Mr. Wooley sated he fad
received the paperwork on the test being given in Seettle in the fall.

Commissioner Heckman asked what was involved in the course of study for that exam.

Mr. Wooley answered it would be smilar to taking any professiona engineering exam. If a
person had background init, it would be a refresher sudy course, either for the ITE exam
or the state exam. There were some people registered as traffic engineers in Oregon who
would be able to get the ITE Certification just by completing some forms if they had taken
an exam that occurred before 1996. For the people who had taken the State exam since
that time, ITE did not fed the Oregon exam qudified to their sandards.

Commissioner Heckman asked for an example of abig project versus asmal project. Mr.
Wooley answered a big project is one that creates more than 400 trips aday.
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Commissioner Voytillaasked how much training acivil engineer receivesin traffic gudies.

Mr. Wooley answered that it depended on what school they went to and which courses
they took and if it was specidized traning. Most schools offered courses in traffic
engineering, people in the fidd take these as additiond education; but he stated some
people come into traffic engineering through other fidds. Commissoner Voytilla
commented that it would not be a safe assumption that because someone had a civil
engineering degree, they had any education in traffic Sudy.

Commissioner Voytilla gave the example of a Stuaion where an gpplicant has a traffic
engineer who has made a factual statement. Should a determination need to be made and
the City doesn't agree, it would be a dudling expert situation. How would the City perfect
their position should they not have that same cdiber of credibility. Mr. Wooley answered
the City has registered civil engineers on geff.

Mr. Naemura asked to make the comments he had, so that they could be factored in
during the discusson. He commented that the text did flow more logicaly consdering the
numbers and formeatting. His observations, which were discussed with Ms. Middleton,
included the following changes:

Page 9, definitions that will be additions to Section 90, definition of Traffic Impact Andyss.
To describe what the document was, he suggested in place of, “An analyss of...”, the
language be amended to, “An anaytica informational document, professionaly prepared in
connection with a specific proposed development project....”

Chairman Maks asked if the term “development gpplication” takes into condderation
Comprehensve Plan Amendments (CPAS) and Rezones, which precede a development
application. If the City were to do it in a legidative fashion, would that so be covered
under the term “development project?” Chairman Maks gave the example of a place that
was once proposed, at one time rumored to be a Wa-Mart. A CPA preceded the
development application because it had come forward from the applicant. However, had it
been done in a legidative fashion by the City, would the terminology, “development
gpplication” prohibit this? Mr. Naemura responded it did not redly go to “development
application”, it went to “development project”. Chairman Maks stated if it were legidative,
it would not be a development project. The preferred term would be “land use action”,
which would cover everything. Mr. Naemura agreed that that was inclusive and he could
work with that and bring it back.

Commissioner Kirby asked the Chairman the definition of “professondly prepared.” This
was to be replaced by identifying licensed, professond civil or traffic engineer.
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Mr. Naemura continued with comments on Page 1, 60.60.10, Generd Provisions. He
sated the Code Chapter 60.60 dedlt with transportation facilities. However, the intent of
this language on page 1 was redly to revise the traffic impact andys's requirements and
codify them. So in order to set apart the requirements, they should be at the end of the
section. He noted that Section 5 was long and ended with numbers 6. and 7. He added
that numbers 6. and 7. could redly ke requirements that apply to a project and should
precede the lengthy Section 5, which was the new access report requirement. The
suggestion was to take 6.and 7. on page 8; renumber them 5. and 6., and move them to
page 1 o that the traffic impact anaysiswould now be numbered 7.

Commissioner Kirby questioned whether or not the section order implied a priority. Mr.
Naemura dated it did not. It is meant to keep the criteria for a decision together.
Commissoner Kirby asked if it would make sense to set 5. gpart, making it a section in
and of itself. Mr. Naemura said this was possible, but they were out of Section numbers.
Commissoner Kirby questioned the area within Generd Provisions, having an A. and a B.
“A” would include 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6; item 5. would become “B.” Mr. Naemura, said he had
consdered that, but that was not the numbering convention of the code. Commissioner
Kirby asked about doing 1., and then subsections A., B., C., like what's been done
before, so basically 60.10.10 would be A 1. and A 2, then 1. would include A., B., C.,
D., E.; and then 2. becomes 5. Mr. Naemura agreed that that would be possible. The
Commission discussed the numbering and lettering of the Code sections. Mr. Naemura
would discuss it with Ms. Middleton.

Chairman Maks commented that he actualy preferred 253.G. This 60.60.10.1.1.8.3...
was becoming cumbersome. He stated he would actudly like to stick with the exigting
numbering system.

Mr. Naemura had a last comment on page 8 which began with the capitd letter K. He
explained this used to be the large part of the body of the Access Report. On page 6 J.,
the section began with a statement about the topic of the section. Mr. Naemura suggested
to begin K. with the topic of that section which was “Traffic Management Plan.” The
Commissioners agreed.

Chairman Maks directed the Commission and staff to the document to begin with page 1.
Comments on page 1.

Commissioner Johansen stated that 60.60.25, subsection 2, is not in this code. Was it in
the Transportation System Plan (TSP)? Chairman Maks asked the status of the TSP, has

it been passed by Council? Ms. Middleton reported the ordinance was signed on
September 15; dl the new ordinances will become effective October 15.
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Chairman Maks, referring to page 1, #5., last sentence, asked if there was a better way to
word this, or add it a the end, “its potentia impact to the existing and future locd
transportation system as well as the regiona trangportation...” Regarding B., page 1,

Chairman Maks asked gtaff to expand on the text. Would the 200 or 400 vehicles per day
thresholds trigger different levels of andyses; if so, where would B. come in? Mr. Wooley
responded in the unusua Stuation where the impacts would be obvious and it wouldn't be
worth going through the report. This provides away to waive the report. He heard at the
Commisson'slast discusson thisisto be kept in, so it is written so the City Engineer could
waive this, then the City Attorney asked that we include some criteriawhich was why that
sentence became longer.

Commissioner Kirby continued with B., and asked wha was the “do not provide
reasonable judtification...,” regarding the estimated cost? He stated it was clear up to that
point. Mr. Wooley stated he could not hink of any good examples off-hand, but
occasondly, every 18 months or o, a project would come through; they could look &t it,
visudize the traffic impacts, consder the past analyss for this areg; or if it were a angle
family subdivison and the traffic generation was dready known, it would appear
unnecessary to go through the creation of a thick forma report. Commissioner Kirby
agreed with part of the criterion, but his concern wasthelast “or”, whereit gppeared to be
balanced against cost. His discernment was that is was okay to waive the andysisif it did
not look like there was going to be any impact. But later, it sounded like it was okay to
waive if there wasn't going to be any impact and it looked like preparing the report was
going to cost alot.

Chairman Maks commented that Commissioner Kirby's concern would be addressed by
the addition of a period after “designeg’, third line from the bottom of the page; i.e
“egimated by the City Engineer or designee” This was agreed to by Mr. Wboley.
Commissioner Kirby aso added that for format consgstency, the letters, A., B., C., D.,
efc., connecting to topical headings (for example what was done on page 2, for Analyss
Threshold, and E. Study Area), would it make sense to gpply this patternto A., B., C.?
Or the use of smdl letters?

Commissoner Voytilla, on page 1, regarding Facilities, asked about impacts to overflow
parking, or parking in general. Sometimes events or facilities did not fal into the peak hour
category and impacts to parking were staggering. He gave the example of having attended
a couple of school events, the surface streets for blocks around were impassable for
emergency vehicles. He asked if thisis something the Commisson should be looking & as
well as the actud parking needs. The code was more of a minimum requirement. Mr.
Wooley responded that parking was a separate section in the code.  Schools came under
Conditiond Uses. Commissoner Voytilla sated there were adso retail establishments,
churches, and dher indtitutions affected by this. It had become a very sore subject for
neighborhoods. In some cases were inundated with overflow parking. His concern was
how to addressthis.
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To claify this, Chairman Maks gave the example of a church application, depending on its
Sze or magnitude, there would be atraffic impact andyss. They would then be required to
meet the parking requirements set down in the code, not the results of the traffic analyss,
unless it were a Conditiond Use Permit, because then there would be a PUD.
Commissioner Voytilla understood this but his concern was that this portion of the Code
should be looked at. Chairman Maks concurred but stated it did not fall under the traffic
andyds. The Code would date, this is the minimum. It's dso in the regiond framework
document; thet there is the minimum and a maximum. Commissoner Voytilla asked if this
portion could be expanded to address parking. Mr. Wooley stated that possibly it could,
but they would be back to the fact that they could not require anything to be done about it
if minimums and maximums have been met under most zonings. Commissoner Voytilla
dated that as far as relief for the neighborhoods for these kinds of impacts, nothing could
be done.

Chairman Maks asked if parking were put within a traffic analysis requirement, based on
those findings, could it be sad that the project has met the minimum parking standards;
however, the analyss determined that this minimum would not be adequate. The project
would need to move above the minimum, somewhere between the minimum and the
maximum.

Commissoner Wolch commented that they would be bumping up againg the Metro
maximum. Chairman Maks stated that they could not go above that.

Commissoner Voytilla gave the illugtration of having to do a pesk-hour andyss. But
knowing his use was going to be non-peak, and going have a mgjor impact, he would not
have to proveit. He would not have to do anything for it. The impact it would have on the
immediate neighborhood around the project would not need to be addressed.
Commissioner Voytilla dso questioned the possbility of isolating only pesk hour traffic
impacts, but this was referred to in a later page. By isolating that one event, the scope of
the analyss was being shaped into a very finite part of the day. Chairman Maks agreed
that the andys's might not affect the p.m. a dl and the project’s parking might impact the
neighborhood adjacent to the Site. However, if the project did not trigger it because of the
vehicular flow, the andlysis wouldn't be done anyway, so it wouldn't do any good to have
parking in it. Chairman Maks turned to staff for assstance. Mr. Wooley stated he would
need to talk to other people about the parking as he was not that familiar with the regiona
requirements and any leeway that may be available.

Chairman Maks addressed the assgtant City Attorney concerning the issue of minimums
and maximums, how other factors such asthe lack of trangt in the areawould effect this. If
the traffic analys's in some fashion determined, the City of Beaverton's minimum was not
enough, could a Planning Commission then require the applicant to put in 1.5 spaces per
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multi-family unit as opposed to |, even though the code stated a minimum of 1 and a
maximum of 2?

Mr. Naemura responded that that issue had been discussed two weeks ago. He stated it
depended on the application. Chairman Maks stated under a PUD and a CUP this was
possible; but questioned an outright use, a subdivison, type of subdivison, type of row
houses, type of edtates, type of development. Mr. Naemura stated there would be a
conflict within the code. Chairman Maks agreed. Mr. Naemura asked if Chairman Maks
was trying to determine what section would take priority, whether the enginesring
standards trumped the parking requirements; whether the parking requirements somewhat
trumped the engineering data? He responded that he would have to read the sections of
the Code to determine that answer.

Commissioner Voytilla commented that no one would want to generate a project which
would add sgnificant long-term grief to the community around it. That was what he was
attempting to identify as this parking situation does exist currently.

Chairman Maks summarily stated that number one, this would need to be checked with the
City Attorney’s office. On a conditiona use permit, arezone, a planned unit developmernt,
adengty trandfer, or other discretionary areas, it would be possible to incorporate parking
andyds within this documert.

Chairman Maks asked Commissioner Heckman's thinking on the matter. He Stated that
particularly with churches and schools, this Stuation happened far too frequently.
Commissioner Heckman agreed with the observation.

Commissoner Johansen made the distinction between the churches and the schools, that
they are not a market driven consideration regarding parking.  On the other hand, in a
commercid or retall development, parking was very important. In a school, to some
extent, they could get by with doing an inadequate amount because people were going to
be there regardless, spill-over would be inherent. He cautioned they would need to be
epecidly careful on those uses that might tend to fal under the CUP category, but if there
were other “non-market” driven parking impacts, they would need to be aware of those.
Chairman Maks gated that his concern was impacts that would come through the Planning
Commission; outright uses did not. That was why his thinking was toward the conditiona
use permit idea. He asked staff to think about this and the possibility of incorporating a
parking andyss.

Mr. Naemura responded that the starting point for that answer would be looking a a
variance. Staff and applicant would discuss thisin a pre-application conference.

Chairman Maks asked that research be done regarding the conditional use, PUD, the
unordinary; those areas that fall outside the cut and dried impacts.
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Chairman Maks moved the discussion to Page 2.

Commissioner Dunham directed the commisson and staff to “E.”, Study Ares, a the
bottom. The phrase, “area of influence’, was in quotations. It used to be in the body of
the work sesson draft before that, it told what that was. Now it was a definition and not in
the body. She suggested that possibly some reference be made in the back or (either/or)
that the particulars be brought up front to this section, “the five percent, the am./p.m.
peaks, a 1000 foot...” because staff had defined later on, tota and added traffic in the
body of code as wdl as in the definitions. Ms. Dunham stated she would like to see that
done in both places for this, especidly since it was set in quotations, indicating a new term.
Later in the text, this same phrase is used but without the quotation marks. Ms. Middleton
dtated she would be glad to bring the definition forward. What had happened was in the
first work sesson, it was discussed removing the definitions from the particular sections and
putting them only in the Section 90. In gaff’s review of this, some other definitions were
brought forward for clarity. Two were changed. This one was not caught.

Chairman Maks stated he wanted to get consensus on this because coming from Code
review, he disagreed. He did not want it moved forward. However, if it was defined
under the definition section, it should be in quotation marks. It was done so herein “E.” It
could be noted in the code that a word, or phrase in quotation marks, would be referred
into the definition section. Or it could be written using al cgps. Chairman Maks explained
that if there was an interpretation, 325 pages of the code would not have to be changed,
only the definition. Commissoner Dunham commented that was the reason for the
@ther/or in her discusson.

Chairman Maks questioned the rest of the commissioners. Commissioner Johansen agreed
al initid caps was a good idea. Commissioner Heckman concurred with Commissioner
Johansen that that would st it out.

Commissoner Wolch had a comment regarding D. - Andyss Threshold, page 2. He
dated that this might apply to a road project, but it wasn't clear. This coming from the
direction where he thought it should gpply. The other comment was the trip generation
thresholds. What he thought was taked about was that for a larger threshold, more
requirements. That was one of the comments he had received from his having approached
conaultants previoudy, having let them know the Commisson was doing this. Also, if you
were to try to make one study fit dl Stuations, they fdt that was the source of a number of
problems and a lot of disputes about whether what was required should have been
provided because they might not have felt it was gppropriate for a smdler development.
But Commissoner Wolch stated this seemed to read ke the same impact analyss was
required. There was just some discretion among the staff as to whether they would require
it for the 200 vehicles or more.
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Chairman Maks commented that in his reading of this section and from the informetion in
previous discussons, his suggestion would be to leave it in ther hands, to minimize the
andlyss for the lower threshold. He would say in D., 2,; “A Traffic Impact Anayss or
limited thereof, as to be determined by the City Engineer, prior to his determination of
application completeness....” This way the City would have what would be required in

their andysis. Also, in D. 2. it dated “an Analysis may be required for 200 or more....”

What the Chair would like to add to that was the language, “an Anaysis or limited dements
of an andys's, may be required for 200 or more...”. He added that the intent of what he
was saying was that when there were 200 or more, he can say, you still have to do the full

anaysis or he could say, you need to do this part, this part and this part, but not this part,
and this part. Commissioner Wolch agreed.

Commissioner Johansen aso agreed with requiring a full andyss or a patid anayss
relaive to the discretion of staff, aswas Mr. Wooley.

Commissioner Wolch questioned that if this includes road projects, they do not generate
trips in and of themsalves, so this does not work as far as a threshold? He commented
aso that a poorly done project could create as much a traffic problem as a development
that does not consder traffic impacts.

Commissioner Heckman questioned if aroad project in and of itself generated more traffic.
Commissioner Wolch responded that, yes, some would say so. Traffic is dready there.
Commissioner Heckman stated that if the road Situation were expanded, would it not be an
invitation for more traffic. Commissoner Wolch agreed, but it would come from having
pulled if off other facilities He Stated the diverted traffic was a difficult thing to messure;
for the City gaff to use that as a criterion for traffic anayss might be troublesome. His
suggestion would be to add something like adding alane asthe trigger for the analysis.

Chairman Maks moved to page 3, 2. the phrase, “added traffic’; it was defined in the
back, the definition could be struck here. Also, it was at this time that Chairman Maks
expressed his concern that the Commission had approved developments, but they have up
until two years to get building permits. Another andysis on a nearby project could
completely avoid that traffic from that gpproved land use action, because it had not gotten
abuilding permit. He stated the example of Haggens. Commissioner Dunham commented
that this had been discussed in the first sesson. Chairman Maks asked if it were possible
to put that land use that had been approved or land use actions have taken place.
However, he did gate that he redized that things would get approved and not happen, but
it was alow percentage. Mr. Wooley asked that once the approva were find, they would
include them until such time as their gpprova would expire or they got their building permit.
Chairman Maks responded, yes, that was correct. With the two year building permit
provision, it was better safe than sorry. There was consensus.
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Ms. Middleton asked for summarization. Chairman Maks stated that the definition as first
discussed would be moved back out. His language was, “...is defined as traffic generated
by developments or phases of developments or approved land use actions that have
received find development gpprova.”

Chairman Maks moved to page 4.

Commissioner Johansen darified “G.” |. by dating it was his perception that what it
required was. Asaminimum, that therebea p.m. pesk study. And should the p.m. pesk
not be the peak for the trip generation from this development; that additiona pesk time be
Sudied aswdl?

Commissioner Wolch stated that was aso what he hoped it would say, but he did not read
it that way. Mr. Wooley agreed that was the intent, however, it would need to be clarified.
He dated it should be both the peak hour of the generator and the peak hour of the
adjoining roadways. Chairman Maks added that he would like to give them discretion
Stating that based on past higtory, it was determined that a project’ s pesk was at noon, not
the p.m. peak. But it was dso going to add eight percent in the morning and it would be
necessary to know what it was going to do to thisintersection on the am. pesk.

Commissoner Johansen commented there could be three hours of study: the required p.m.
peak; the required ste generated peak; then the staff discretionary period of time.

Chairman Maks stated he would only want the Ste generated peek to be andyzed if in his
determination it was going to be a problem. If it were a noon peak, and the roadway was
operating a& a level of sarvice of C a noon; why should it be studied. Commissioner
Johansen asked if the study determined the level of the service.

Chairman Maks stated the am. peak and the Site peak should be left to staff’ s discretion.

Commissioner Heckman commented that if there was no p.m. peak, but there was another
peak that was Ste generated, or something during the day, then he could say that that was
what needed to be studied. Chairman Maks gave the example of an intersection at aleve
of sarvice D with a v/c of .97, an gpplicant’s additiona 8 percent load in the am. might
send that intersection into failure. As aresult, staff could then ask for that am. pesk to be
studied.

Commissioner Kirby questioned the judgments concerning the level of service and whether
the p.m. pesk is't redly the high pesk area; how would that be determined unless the
study was done. Chairman Maks response was, by past history and knowledge of the
area. Commissioner Kirby asked if that could redly be codified. Chairman Maks Stated,
yes, it was amatter of giving it to staff and their making the determination. Staff does hear
from neighbors, residents, etc., where there were speeding problems, backup problems,
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whatever. Commissoner Kirby stated that this was subjective in nature. Chairman Maks
reviewed Commissoner Johansen's comment gating that if there was a peak impact
outside of the p.m. peak or the am. peak, maybe a noon peak, that was what should be
studied. His comment wasthat if there was an impact due to other added traffic or existing
traffic, in the am.,, it should be studied. Commissioner Kirby’s concern was the subjective
nature of the cal. Chairman Maks dated the only dternative would be to require an
gpplicant to do dl three at dl times. That was not reasonable or judtifiable. The other
dternative would be to make it discretionary with the engineer.  Commissioner Kirby
asked if saff was comfortable with that cal. Mr. Wooley replied that they would possibly
play with some language there. He wanted the report to determine when the pesk periods
were from the generator. Based on that, they could decide if additional study of the Street
impacts would be needed beyond the p.m. peak. Or if they had knowledge of existing
problems; it would fall into that discretionary category.

Commissioner Voytilla asked if there were specific uses such as a church or Costco that
would automaticaly require them to do an anadyss. Chairman Maks indicated a problem
with ligting al kinds of uses. Staff, having been given the discretion, would be able to say
that. Mr. Wooley stated he would prefer to work on the wording more to define what was
required than to list specific uses.

Commissoner Voytilla asked staff if there had been any ditinctions with regard to traffic
flow, rdative to the times of the year; i.e, fal versus summer, the holidays. A report done
in the summer could be mideading if it did not take into account people returning from
vacdions, retal traffic. Mr. Wooley responded they did see significant traffic changes on
some gdreets. September to May was different from June, July, August. Commissoner
Voytillaasked if they should look at that projection being an identifier with regard to what
they would anticipate the September to May range to be. A seasond factor was a good
point with regard to average dally treffic. There were definite differences in traffic when
school was in session, or there was a holiday ahead. During holidays, the commuters were
off the road.

Chairman dtated that the problem was dedling with the 120 day issue.

Commissioner Heckman questioned the factoring in of atypicad days when the study was
supposed to be on typica days or seasons. How were the anomalies to be accounted for?
Mr. Wooley replied they avoided counting on Holidays. They do count during the
summer, the 120 day factor does get in there. He Stated they redlly did not have that
adjusment right now between summer and fdl, eventhough in some cases, there would be
ggnificant variation.

Commissoner Heckman then addressed the top of the page, item a, which Sated,
“Exiging traffic shdl be ...”, He asked how he would obtain historical deta if there has
been no previous studies done in this area. Mr. Wooley answered if this were the case,
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there would be no historica data. This was addressing the period when they would do
their own counts.

Chairman Maks questioned 3., page 4, Forecast Year Andysis, the passage, “...shdl
include an andlysis of the proposed development’ simpacts...”. He stated they did not have
a proposed development’ s impact on the comprehensive plan amendment. He understood
the direction it was going; however he suggested adding verbiage with regard to what the
maximum use within that comprehensve plan amendment change would generate.  Mr.
Wooley stated, potentid development, not proposed development. Chairman Maks said
that wasright.

Commissioner Wolch added that he had crossed out “proposed developments’ and wrote
“worst case impacts’. Chairman Maks concurred that thet was his intent, through the
comprehensve plan amendment change. Wha would be used was the highest trip
generdion, under whatever zone within that comprehensive plan designation, as opposed
to the highest trip generation of this one.

Chairman Maks addressed page 5. Commissioner Dunham asked whether or not
Accident Analysis would need to be brought up under Intersection Analyss. She recdled
there was accident analysis back three years that was looked at. Commissioner Wolch
stated that H. and H. 1. addressed it.

Page 6: Commissioner Dunham said she was going to flip the order of 4. and 5. a the top
of the page. Chairman Maks remarked that that was a good point, 4. was more like an
ending.

Page 7: There were no comments.

Page 8: Chairman asked daff to explain 6. Ms. Middleton stated thet it is a requirement
of Title 6. What was the intent, would it apply in CPAs or something like that? Ms.
Middleton stated it wes aregiond requirement. She explained that “where zoning permits’
was a gaff comment which was added by one of the Policy Group.

Chairman Maks dtated his concern was the fact that the land was dready zoned. Mr.
Wooley commented it was zoned to alow multi-use mixing of land uses. The report was
showing sgnificant traffic impact so it would be something they would have to address.
The multi-use zoning would affect traffic. Commissoner Heckman gtated if it were amixed
use dlowance, wasn't some reasonably heavy traffic anticipated? Mr. Wooley replied that
one of the big benefits of mixed use was to reduce trips.

Commissioner Kirby stated that if the idea was that we were imposing a requirement, so
was the requirement that “the gpplicant shoud consder the mixing of land uses where
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zoning permits where development or collective phases of development are....” Chairman
Maks stated “the gpplicant” part could be omitted, just state, “the mixing of land uses....”

Commissioner Kirby asked “who” was the action party doing the considering, this should
have a subject phrase to identify who is opposed to leaving it open. Ms. Middleton
responded it was the project proposal.

Mr. Naemura agreed that he was having difficulty in goplying this to a red life scenario,
especidly outsde the multiple use zone. However, he did like the fact that it began with the
trigger which lead to the command; the trigger being the generation of the 1000 pesk hour
vehicle trips. In his reading, he saw that if the trigger was not pulled, he did not even have
to reach the requirement to consder multiple uses. He liked it with the trigger fird.

Commissioner Kirby concurred the trigger could be firgt, but then change the language to,
“ghdl congder mixing of land uses where zoning permits....”

Chairman Maks requested staff to look at this section to see if it was needed; if not, omit it.

Commissioner Voytilla commented regarding the intent, the god being to reduce vehicle
trips. He suggested adding this to the end of the section, for example, “with the god of
reducing vehicle trips....” Chairman Maks agreed that this helped in identifying what it
applied to.

Commissioner Wolch had a comment concerning K., the Traffic Management Plan. 1t was
under K. s0 it seemed to be part of the Traffic Impact Andyss. But with regard to
Stuations where the larger trigger volumes would not be met, but the 20 or more through
trips would trigger, what would be the actud intent of this requirement? There would be
circumstances when we would want the Traffic Management Plan but not an Impact
Anayss. He gstated the way he read this was that it seemed like it was part of the Traffic
Impact Andyss. Ms. Middleton stated this could be renumbered.

Mr. Naemura added that it should probably be clarified by dtating that, “irrespective of
whether a traffic impact analysis was prepared, where the development adds 20 or more
through trips....”

Commissioner Wolch asked what he thought about bringing that forward so that you see
right a the point, you' re either in an Impact Andysis or a Traffic Management Plan only, or
you're in both. Ms. Middleton stated that could be brought forward, making it 7. on page
1.

Page 9: Chairman Maks commented that added traffic had aready been discussed.
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Commissioner Kirby addressed that last item, Traffic Impact Andlys's, second to last line,
“project that projects, ...” There would need to be a synonym for the word projects.

Chairman Maks asked if there were any further comments on any of these pages. There
were none. He stated staff was ahead of the time table of when they would be getting this.
This was commendable. He asked what would be the next process? Mr. Wooley
answered they would make changes based on the discussion, and bring it back asaformal
gpplication advertised through Measure 56. They would return in January. Another work
session was not deemed necessary. Chairman Maks asked that the Commission be sent a
draft. Ms. Middleton stated they would be providing the notice December 14. She would
try to get this rewritten in the next week or so, they would be given a deadline in which to
go over it. The public hearing dates were scheduled for January 5 and 12, 2000.

Commissioner Kirby MOVED and Commissioner Heckman SECONDED a moation to
approve the minutes of the July 14, 1999, mesting with corrections noted on the attached

copy.
The quegtion was cdled and the motion CARRIED with Commissoner Dunham
abgtaining.

Commissioner Heckman MOVED and Commissioner Dunham SECONDED amction to
gpprove the minutes of the August 4, 1999, meeting with corrections noted on the
attached copy.

The question was cdled and the motion CARRIED with Commissioner Kirby abgtaining
on the August 4, 1999 minutes.

Commissioner Johansen MOVED and, Commissioner Voytilla SECONDED a motion to
approve the minutes of the August 11, 1999, meeting with corrections noted on the
attached copy.

The question was cdled and the motion CARRIED with Commissioners Kirby and Wolch
abstaining on the August 11, 1999 minutes.

ADJOURNMENT at 9:10 p.m.



